The bilingualism of Snoy and Aurelius is exemplary for much of Renaissance literature. Nevertheless, it has always been something of a paradox that the Renaissance, a time-frame that put enormous faith in the Greco-Roman cultural heritage of Europe and therefore elevated Latin to the rank of the undisputable lingua franca, was the very era during which the whole of Europe would witness an increasing appreciation for the vernacular languages. This is partly explained by a growing national consciousness within Europe, but also by the didactic mission of Renaissance humanism: knowledge and culture were no longer to be exclusively accessible to those trained in Latin and Greek philology. Previous scholarship tended to interpret this opposition between the humanist fascination for the classical languages and keen attention for the vernacular in a strict binary scheme of a socially and intellectually elitist Neo-Latin culture on the one hand versus a popular or bourgeois vernacular culture on the other. More recently, however, there has been increasing attention for the dynamic interplay that existed between Neo-Latin and vernacular languages, literatures and cultures. 5 We need only think back to the example of the Florentine archhumanists Dante, Petrarch and Boccaccio to realise that from the very start Renaissance culture had to continuously redefine its position within a complex and constantly changing cultural matrix of Latinity and vernacularity.6 Or, to offer another significant illustration, only recently Nikolaus Thurn published a bulky volume on the manifold influence of vernacular literature on Neo-Latin texts, which puts the old story of the supreme dominance of Latin over the vernacular in a completely different light.7 In this way, it appears that rather than interpreting the question of Neo-Latin and
